potential to influence the work of computer architects for the near future. A selection committee of experts selects these articles from the previous year's computer architecture conferences; the selection criteria are novelty and potential for long-term impact. Any paper published in the top computer architecture conferences of 2016 was eligible, which makes the job of the selection committee both a challenge and a pleasure. Selections are based on the original conference paper and a three-page write-up that summarizes the paper's key contributions and potential impact. We received a record number of 113 submissions this year.
Aamer Jaleel and Moinuddin Qureshi chaired the selection committee, which comprised 33 experts. I wholeheartedly thank them and their committee for having done such a great job. As they note in the Guest Editors' Introduction, Aamer and Moin introduced a novel twophase review procedure. Four committee members reviewed each paper during the first round. A subset of the papers was selected to move to the second round based on the reviewers' scores and online discussion of the first round. Six more committee members reviewed each paper during the second round; second-round papers thus received a total of 10 reviews! This formed the basic input for the in-person selection committee meeting.
The selection committee reached a consensus on 12 Top Picks and 12 Honorable Mentions. Top Pick selections were invited to prepare an article to be included in this special issue. Because these magazine articles are much shorter than the original conference papers, they tend to be more high-level and more qualitative than the original conference publications, providing an excellent introduction to these highly innovative contributions. The Honorable Mentions are top papers that the selection committee unfortunately could not recognize as Top Picks because of magazine space constraints; these are acknowledged in the Guest Editors' Introduction. I encourage you to read these important contributions to our field and share your thoughts with students and colleagues.
Having participated in the selection committee myself, I was deeply impressed by the effectiveness of the new review process. In particular, I found it interesting to observe that the committee reached a consensus that very closely aligned with the ranking obtained by the 10 reviews for each of the second-round papers. This makes me wonder whether we still need an inperson selection committee meeting. Of course, the meeting itself has great value in terms of generating interesting discussions and providing the opportunity to meet colleagues from our community, but it undeniably also imposes a big cost in terms of time, effort, money, and carbon footprint (with many committee members flying in and out from all over the world).
Glancing over the set of papers selected for Top Picks and Honorable Mentions, one important trend has emerged just recently-namely, the focus on accelerators and hardware specialization. A good number of papers are related to hardware acceleration in the broad sense. This does not come as a surprise given current application trends, along with the end of Dennard scaling, which pushes architects to improve system performance within stringent power and cost envelopes through hardware acceleration. We observe this trend throughout the entire computing landscape, from mobile devices to large-scale datacenters. There is a lot of exciting research and advanced development going on in this area by many research groups in industry and academia, and I expect many more important advances in the near future. Next to this emerging trend, there is (still) a good fraction of outstanding papers in more traditional areas, including microarchitecture, memory hierarchy, memory consistency, multicore, power management, security, and simulation methodology.
I want to share a couple more thoughts with you regarding the Top Picks procedure that arose from conversations I've had with various people in our community. I'd love to get the broader community's feedback on this, so please don't hesitate to contact me and share your thoughts. 
From the Editor in Chief
One thought relates to the number of selected Top Picks being too restrictive. There is a hard cap of only 12 Top Picks. On one hand, we want the process to be selective and Top Picks recognition to be prestigious. On the other hand, our community is growing. Our top-tier conferences, such as ISCA, MICRO, HPCA, and ASPLOS, receive an ever-increasing number of papers to review, and the number of accepted papers is increasing as well. One could argue that in response we need to recognize more papers as Top Picks. The hard constraint that we are hitting here is the page limit we have for the magazine, because the number of pages is related to the production cost. One solution may be to have more Top Picks selections but fewer pages allocated per selected article-but this may compromise the comprehensiveness of the articles. Another solution may be to recognize more Honorable Mentions, because they don't affect the page count. Or, we may want to electronically publish the three-page Top Picks submissions (paper summary and potential impact, as mentioned earlier) as they are, if the authors agree. This would not incur any production cost at all, yet the community would benefit from reading them. Yet another solution may be to select more than 12 Top Picks and publish them in different issues of the magazine. The counterargument here is that we have only six issues per year, which makes it difficult to argue for more than one issue devoted to Top Picks.
Another issue relates to the timing of the Top Picks selection. Our community has relatively few awards, and Top Picks is an important vehicle in our community to recognize top-quality research. However, one may argue whether selecting Top Picks one year after publication is too soon-it might make sense to wait a couple more years before recognizing the best research contributions of the year. We may not want to wait as long as the ISCA's Influential Paper Award (15 years after publication) and MICRO's Test of Time Award (18 to 22 years after publication), but still, one could argue for waiting a few more years before understanding the true value of a novel research contribution and how it impacts our field. An important argument in this discussion is that awards are generally more important to young researchers than they are for senior researchers. Young researchers looking for a faculty or research position in a leading academic institute or industry lab need recognition fairly soon in their careers as they get in competition with other researchers from other fields that have more awards. Senior researchers, on the other hand, do not need the recognition as much-or at least their time scale is (much) longer.
Please let me know your thoughts on these ideas or any other concerns you may have. I'm open to any suggestions. My only concern is to make sure Top Picks continues to recognize the best research in our field while serving the best interests of both the community and IEEE Micro.
Before wrapping up, I want to highlight that this issue also includes an award testimonial. Uri Weiser received the 2016 Eckert-Mauchly Award for his seminal contributions to the field of computer architecture over the course of his 40-year career in industry and academia.
Uri Weiser single-handedly convinced Intel executives to continue designing CISC-based x86 processors by showing that through adding new features such as superscalar execution, branch predication, split instruction, and data cache, the x86 processors could be made competitive against the RISC family of processors initiated by IBM and Berkeley. This laid the foundation for the Intel Pentium processor. Uri Weiser made several other seminal contributions, including the design of instruction-set extensions (that is, Intel's MMX) for supporting multimedia applications. The Eckert-Mauchly Award is considered the computer architecture community's most prestigious award. I wholeheartedly congratulate Uri Weiser on the award and thank him for his insightful testimonial.
With that, I wish you happy reading, as always!
Lieven Eeckhout Editor in Chief IEEE Micro
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